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An exploration of the well-being beneﬁts of hedonic and eudaimonic behaviour
Luke Wayne Henderson*, Tess Knight and Ben Richardson
School of Psychology, Deakin University, Burwood Campus, Burwood Highway, Melbourne 3125, Australia
(Received 10 October 2012; ﬁnal version received 3 May 2013)
Hedonia and eudaimonia have both been proposed as pathways to well-being. Past research in this area has
predominantly focused on global cognitive evaluations of how one typically lives. Findings from such research lack
practical relevance, and hence, this study aimed to investigate how actual hedonic and eudaimonic behaviour related
to well-being and psychopathology. Participants (N= 105) completed an array of well-being outcomes prior to
completing an online diary, reporting actual instances of hedonic and eudaimonic behaviour. Participants spent more
time engaged in hedonic activity than eudaimonic activity. Hedonic activity served an emotion regulation function,
predicting positive affect, carefreeness, vitality, and life satisfaction. Hedonic behaviour also predicted reduced
negative affect, depression, and stress. Eudaimonic behaviour predicted meaning in life and elevating experience.
Both hedonic and eudaimonic behaviours predicted ﬂourishing. These ﬁndings suggest that increasing hedonic and
eudaimonic behaviours may be an effective way to increase well-being and reduce psychological distress.
Keywords: eudaimonia; hedonia; well-being; psychological distress; behaviour; pleasure; meaning; happiness
Introduction
Ways of obtaining and optimising well-being and happi-
ness have been of particular interest to researchers since
the inception of positive psychology (Linley, Joseph,
Harrington, & Wood, 2006). Whilst scientiﬁc investiga-
tions remain in their infancy, philosophers have long
debated such issues (Keyes & Annas, 2009). Such
debates have resulted in multiple and, at times, opposing
perspectives (Waterman, 2008); the dominant of which
being the philosophical traditions of eudaimonia and
hedonia (Huta, 2012). The eudaimonic perspective, ﬁrst
explicated by Aristotle (1985), suggested that actualising
one’s inherent potentials in the pursuit of complex and
meaningful goals (both to the individual and to the soci-
ety) was the pathway to well-being (Delle Fave, Massi-
mini, & Bassi, 2011; Grinde, 2012). The hedonic
perspective, often contrasted with eudaimonia, generally
equated well-being with the positive emotional states that
accompany desire satisfaction (Diener, 2009). Maximis-
ing one’s pleasurable moments through the satisfaction
of one’s desires was therefore considered the pathway to
happiness (Kashdan, Biswas-Diener, & King, 2008).
These two philosophical traditions have recently been
translated to psychology, in service of the establishment
of a science of well-being (Ryan & Deci, 2001).
The dissent that characterised hedonic and
eudaimonic philosophy also translated to contemporary
psychology (see Henderson & Knight, 2012). Early
research investigating hedonic and eudaimonic pathways
generally took a unilateral approach, investigating one
perspective in isolation (Delle Fave, Brdar, Freire,
Vella-Brodrick, & Wissing, 2011; Ryan, Huta, & Deci,
2008). However, it is now widely acknowledged that,
despite being highly related factors, hedonia and eudai-
monia are distinct and contribute to well-being in unique
ways (Huta & Ryan, 2010; Waterman, Schwartz, &
Conti, 2008). Unilateral approaches have therefore been
increasingly criticised (Biswas-Diener, Kashdan, & King,
2009), and more recent attempts to simultaneously inves-
tigate hedonic and eudaimonic pathways in parallel terms
have emerged. Peterson, Park, and Seligman (2005) were
the ﬁrst to utilise an integrated methodology, by develop-
ing the Orientations to Happiness (OTH) scale. The
OTH scale is a self-report measure of whether partici-
pants typically approach life in search of meaning, plea-
sure and/or engagement; the pleasure and the meaning
orientations developed speciﬁcally to measure hedonia
and eudaimonia, respectively (Park, Peterson, & Ruch,
2009). Whilst all three orientations were found to predict
life satisfaction, meaning and engagement were more
robust predictors, relative to pleasure. Further, the simul-
taneous pursuit of all three orientations, termed the full
life, was associated with the highest degree of life satis-
faction. These ﬁndings have since been replicated in over
27 nations (Chan, 2009; Chen, Tsai, & Chen, 2010; Park
et al., 2009; Ruch, Harzer, Proyer, Park, & Peterson,
2010); however, with only a single well-being outcome
measure (i.e. life satisfaction).
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Other replications have, therefore, focused on the
inclusion of a broader array of outcome measures
(Schueller & Seligman, 2010; Vella-Brodrick, Park, &
Peterson, 2009). Vella-Brodrick et al. included measures
of the affective components of subjective well-being (i.e.
positive and negative affect), whilst in addition to this,
Schueller and Seligman measured general/average happi-
ness and also depression. The inclusion of a depression
measure represented a vital step in the right direction for
hedonic and eudaimonic research for two reasons: (1)
this was reﬂective of the original goal of the positive
psychology movement, which was to have a psychology
that considers both the negative and the positive aspects
of the human experience (see Linley et al., 2006), and
(2) the relationship between hedonia, eudaimonia and
psychological distress is particularly relevant to any clin-
ical interventions based on hedonic and eudaimonic path-
ways (Seligman, Rashid, & Parks, 2006). Both these
studies found that all three orientations correlated posi-
tively with positive well-being measures (e.g. positive
affect, subjective happiness and life satisfaction) and
negatively with negative well-being measures (e.g. nega-
tive affect and depression). In both studies, engagement
and meaning were more strongly related with all out-
come measures than pleasure. Further, the full life was
again associated with the greatest well-being but was not
predictive of lower levels of negative affect or depres-
sion. Schueller and Seligman argued that whilst seeking
pleasure, engagement, and meaning may be important
for increasing well-being, they may not necessarily be
helpful for alleviating distress. Taken together, research
utilising the OTH scale suggests that whilst hedonia and
eudaimonia are both effective pathways to well-being,
eudaimonia is the more rewarding pathway.
Despite these postulated conclusions, certain limita-
tions of the OTH scale need to be highlighted. Firstly,
the OTH scale requires participants to make global cog-
nitive judgments of how they typically live. It is there-
fore assumed that these cognitive judgements will
accurately reﬂect participants’ actual behaviour; however,
the accuracy of such global judgements has previously
been challenged (Gosling, John, Craik, & Robins, 1998).
The scale also lacks practical relevance as it provides
limited information regarding how much time an individ-
ual invests in a certain orientation. Vittersø and Søholt
(2011) challenged the validity of the OTH scale, arguing
that the pleasure orientation items do not accurately
reﬂect the theoretical construct of hedonia. Further,
Vittersø, Dyrdal, and Røysamb (2006) found that the
pleasure orientation correlated only weakly with other
measures of pleasure. More recently, Henderson, Knight,
and Richardson (2013) investigated the predictive valid-
ity of the OTH scale, ﬁnding that the pleasure orientation
was unrelated to, and did not predict actual hedonic
behaviour. Hedonic behaviour was also found to be a
stronger predictor of life satisfaction than eudaimonic
behaviour; inconsistent with OTH scale ﬁndings. Vittersø
and Søholt (2011) also found that pleasure was a
stronger predictor of life satisfaction than engagement.
Henderson et al. proposed that the pleasure orientation
items may be the potential cause for these discrepancies,
as many of the items were argued to be more reﬂective of
impulsiveness and a lack of self-regulation (e.g. ‘life is
too short to postpone the pleasures it can provide’ and ‘I
agree with this statement: life is short – eat dessert ﬁrst’)
than to be representative of the construct of hedonia.
Together, these limitations seriously question those
conclusions drawn from research utilising the OTH scale.
Steger, Kashdan and Oishi (2008) rectiﬁed some of
the limitations associated with the OTH scale data col-
lection method by having participants reﬂect on speciﬁc
instances of hedonic or eudaimonic behaviour. Partici-
pants reported how frequently they engaged in seven
eudaimonic and seven hedonic behaviours each day.
These behaviours were selected and pre-classiﬁed by the
authors as representative of prototypically eudaimonic
and hedonic pursuits; hedonia and eudaimonia were
therefore treated as mutually exclusive. Eudaimonic
behaviours were found to be more frequently engaged in
(ratio of 3.5:1) than hedonic behaviours and were also
more strongly associated with well-being than hedonic
behaviours, as indexed by life satisfaction, positive and
negative affect and meaning in life. Out of concern that
the seven original hedonic behaviours may have led to a
socially desirable response bias towards eudaimonic
behaviours, Steger et al. conducted a second study where
they reworded three of the items (e.g. ‘had sex purely to
get pleasure’ was reworded ‘had sex with someone I do
not love’) and added ﬁve more hedonic behaviours they
expected to be more frequently engaged in (e.g. ‘spent
time listening to music’). The addition and rewording of
these hedonic items balanced the frequency of reporting,
with hedonic and eudaimonic behaviours being reported
to a comparable degree. In regards to well-being associa-
tions, ﬁndings from the second study were similar to the
initial study, leading Steger et al. to conclude that eudai-
monia was a more effective pathway to well-being than
hedonia.
Despite this, key methodological ﬂaws question the
validity of Steger et al.’s (2008) conclusions. The aim of
the study was to compare eudaimonia and hedonia, in an
attempt to ascertain which is better; hence, only activities
considered pure representations of hedonic or eudaimon-
ic behaviour were included. We do not consider this a
worthy line of investigation for three reasons. Firstly, we
disagree with the assumption that the behaviours
included would be universally and exclusively experi-
enced as eudaimonic or hedonic. The experience of any
given activity is highly subjective, and therefore, the
individual themselves should rate whether an activity
was hedonic and/or eudaimonic. Indeed, in a recent
attempt to replicate Steger et al.’s research, Huta and
Ryan (2010) found that ‘different people could have very
different [hedonic or eudaimonic] motives for the same
The Journal of Positive Psychology 323
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activity’ (p. 737). We would argue that many of the
‘purely hedonic’ activities on the list would be highly
eudaimonic for some (e.g. ‘listing to music’, ‘going for a
long walk’, etc.) and vice versa. Further, considering the
high degree of relatedness that has been observed
between hedonia and eudaimonia (Vittersø & Søholt,
2011; Waterman et al., 2008), it is likely that exclusively
hedonic or eudaimonic behaviours represent a small
minority of activities, with the vast majority of activities
being experienced as both hedonic and eudaimonic.
Waterman et al. proposed that, whilst hedonia can be
experienced in the absence of eudaimonia, eudaimonia is
always accompanied by hedonia. Secondly, we believed
that research attempting to pit hedonia against eudaimo-
nia ignores the relative contribution and inherent value
of each. For example, an individual who lives a predom-
inantly hedonic lifestyle may obtain well-being beneﬁts
from engaging in eudaimonic activity and vice versa.
Thirdly, as the frequency of only seven eudaimonic and
seven hedonic activities (10 in the second study) were
obtained, no information regarding what other activities
participants engaged in, nor the amount of time they
spent engaged in a reported activity was obtained. A par-
ticipant may have engaged in numerous hedonic and
eudaimonic behaviours that were not on the list or may
have reported frequently engaging in an activity on the
list, yet the time they spent engaged in this activity could
have been insigniﬁcant.
Huta and Ryan’s (2010) more recent investigation
rectiﬁed many of the aforementioned limitations of past
research. Both cross-sectional and experience sampling
(ES) studies were conducted, utilising the Hedonic and
Eudaimonic Motives for Activities (HEMA) scale. Ini-
tially, participants reported their typical motives for
activities (cross-sectional) and then were paged seven
times a day for a week and reported their motives for
their current activity (ES). Huta and Ryan’s design
allowed participants to rate the degree of eudaimonia
and hedonia, rather than being pre-classiﬁed. As such,
any given activity could potentially be rated simulta-
neously high in eudaimonia and hedonia, high in one or
the other, or low in both. Unlike more contrived investi-
gations, Huta and Ryan wanted to study hedonia and
eudaimonia as they naturally occur. Huta and Ryan also
wanted to move away from the past tendency to only
investigate hedonia and eudaimonia as predictors of the-
oretically ‘related’ outcome measures (e.g. investigating
hedonia as a predictor of life satisfaction, or eudaimonia
as a predictor of meaning in life). Therefore, various
dimensions of well-being were measured, including life
satisfaction, positive and negative affect, carefreeness,
meaning in life, vitality and elevating experience. This
allowed the relative effect of eudaimonic and hedonic
motives on the various facets of well-being to be
explored empirically.
Hedonic motives were found to be more strongly
related to positive affect than eudaimonic motives and
were negatively related to negative affect, again showing
an advantage over eudaimonic motives in this regard
(Huta & Ryan, 2010). Despite this, eudaimonic motives
were related to positive affect at 3-month follow-up.
Hedonic motives were also more strongly related to care-
freeness, whilst eudaimonic motives were more strongly
associated with meaning and elevating experience.
Eudaimonic and hedonic motives were equally associated
with vitality and life satisfaction. From these ﬁndings,
Huta and Ryan postulated that hedonic motives are clo-
sely associated with immediate emotional regulation.
They also proposed a temporal sequence between eudai-
monic motives and positive affect, whereby eudaimonia
results in later positive affect boosts (perhaps when goals
are achieved). Overall, results indicated that individuals
whose lives were high in both eudaimonic and hedonic
motives had the highest degree of well-being, as
reﬂected in all well-being dimensions.
Despite substantial methodological improvements,
Huta and Ryan’s (2010) study was not without limita-
tions. Although ES does potentially minimise recall
error, it does not capture comprehensive behavioural
information. Like in Steger et al.’s (2008) and Peterson
et al.’s (2005) studies, the speciﬁcs about how much
time an individual actually invests in either hedonic or
eudaimonic pathways, and how this relates to well-being
was not discernible. ES has also been criticised for dis-
rupting normal activities, thereby potentially altering
one’s experience of the activity. Further, due to paging
being random, it is possible that participants are not
paged whilst engaged in signiﬁcant activities. Huta and
Ryan wanted to move away from Steger et al.’s focus on
‘objectively’ classiﬁed hedonic and eudaimonic behav-
iours and rather focussed on motives for activity partici-
pation. We would argue that targeting ‘subjective’
hedonic and eudaimonic behaviours would be more ben-
eﬁcial than targeting motives. The rationale for targeting
behaviour is that behaviour is more practically and clini-
cally useful than motives. Motives for engaging in an
activity can be unrelated and even negatively related to
one’s actual experience (e.g. one may have eudaimonic
and/or hedonic motives for activity participation only to
be disappointed if the intended experience does not
eventuate) (see Wirtz, Kruger, Napa Scollon, & Diener,
2003). Further, behaviours are palpable and can therefore
be prescribed. For example, exploring which activities
someone experiences as eudaimonic and then scheduling
such activities is likely to be more practically useful than
encouraging someone to increase their degree of eudai-
monic motives.
In summary, past research investigating eudaimonic
and hedonic pathways has been of varying quality and
produced many inconsistent ﬁndings. Whilst research
utilising the OTH scale suggests eudaimonia is a more
effective pathway to well-being than hedonia, the cited
limitations of the OTH scale place such conclusions in
doubt. Although Steger et al.’s (2008) ﬁndings were
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consistent in proclaiming eudaimonia as most effective,
methodological ﬂaws again question the validity of such
conclusions. Huta and Ryan’s (2010) research seems to
have most accurately captured the relationship between
hedonic and eudaimonic pathways and well-being. From
their research, it appears that hedonia and eudaimonia
have distinct and overlapping well-being beneﬁts and
that both appear necessary to promote a well-rounded
sense of well-being. Whilst research has progressed over
the past decade, future research is needed to address still
apparent gaps in knowledge. Such research should
preserve the positive aspects of Huta and Ryan’s
approach, by simultaneously investigating eudaimonia
and hedonia in parallel terms, as predictors of well-being
outcomes. Despite this, research should shift the focus
from motives to behaviours. Whilst the continued use of
rating scales is recommended to further investigate how
the hedonic and eudaimonic intensity of activities relates
to well-being, research needs to progress from
cross-sectional and ES designs to focus on the obtain-
ment of more comprehensive behavioural data. This is
achievable by combining intensity-rating scales with
time-use research methods, which will also allow for
questions pertaining to the relationship between time and
intensity to be addressed. The obtainment of such behav-
ioural data would also more accurately capture the
degree to which an individual lives hedonically and/or
eudaimonically, allowing more practical conclusions to
be drawn. Further, although Schueller and Seligman
(2010) concluded that eudaimonia and hedonia are not
associated with decreased depression, this ﬁnding may
be a product of the validity issues with the OTH, dis-
cussed previously. Therefore, the continued inclusion of
psychopathology measures should be a priority to
ascertain whether hedonia and eudaimonia have clinical
utility.
Therefore, the aim of this present study was to inves-
tigate the relationship between hedonic and eudaimonic
behaviour, and well-being and psychopathology. By
using time-use research methods, this study aimed to
capture more comprehensive behavioural data, so as to
ascertain how participants typically live (i.e. hedonically
and/or eudaimonically). This study also aimed to estab-
lish the nature of the relationship between time and
intensity of hedonic and eudaimonic activities, and how
this related to well-being. Participants completed an array
of well-being measures and a measure of psychological
distress, prior to completing an online diary. The diary
required participants to report all of their activities over
four days, and rate these in regard to how hedonic and/
or eudaimonic they perceived them to be. As past
research would suggest, we predicted both hedonia and
eudaimonia to contribute to well-being in both distinct
and similar ways. Hedonia was predicted to positively
relate to positive affect and show negative associations
with negative affect. Eudaimonia was also expected to
be associated with positive affect, albeit to a lesser
degree. We expected hedonia, but not eudaimonia, to be
predictive of a sense of carefreeness. Although past
research has been inconsistent with regards to the rela-
tionship between hedonia, eudaimonia and life satisfac-
tion, based on more recent ﬁndings, we expected
hedonia to be more strongly associated with life satisfac-
tion than eudaimonia. Eudaimonia was expected to be
more strongly associated with having a sense of meaning
in life than hedonia. Likewise, eudaimonic behaviour
was expected to be more strongly related to elevating
experience than hedonic behaviour. Both hedonia and
eudaimonia were expected to relate to ﬂourishing and
vitality to equal degrees. In regards to psychopathology,
both hedonia and eudaimonia were expected to be nega-
tively related with depression. These hypotheses were
based on the incompatibility of key depression symptoms
with hedonia and eudaimonia. For instance, the symptom
of anhedonia, where pleasure is markedly decreased in
nearly all activities, would therefore preclude an individ-
ual from having hedonic experiences. Likewise, feelings
of worthlessness would preclude, or at least reduce the
likelihood of having eudaimonic experiences. In regards
to stress, we expected hedonia, but not eudaimonia, to
predict reduced stress, consistent with hedonia’s apparent
emotion regulation function. No prediction was made in
regards to the relationship between hedonia, eudaimonia
and anxiety. Likewise, our investigation was of an
exploratory nature in regards to the relationship between
time and intensity.
Methods
Participants
Participants were 105 adults recruited through various
means, including social media, psychology interest group
mailing lists, corporate mailing lists, retirement villages,
letterbox drops, undergraduate psychology students and
word of mouth. They were predominantly female
(66.7%) with a mean age of 34.55 and a standard devia-
tion of 12.8 (range = 18–66). Eighty-two percent were
employed and 75% had a tertiary qualiﬁcation. Although
not restricted to Australians, all but two participants were
Australian, with one participant from New Zealand and
one from Turkey. No information regarding ethnicity
was available.
Procedure
Participants completed the various well-being scales,
described below, at a research website. They were then
informed, via email, of their start date for the online
diary component of the study and were sent instructions
detailing how to complete the diary. As weekdays and
weekends can differ in terms of opportunities afforded
for hedonic and eudaimonic activities, it was considered
important to sample both. Therefore, diary days had to
be consecutive and include a weekend and two
The Journal of Positive Psychology 325
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weekdays. The goal was to obtain typical behavioural
data, which was communicated to participants. If partici-
pants foresaw that their four diary days would be atypi-
cal for them (e.g. if they were unwell and bedridden, or
if they were on vacation, etc.), they were instructed to
negotiate a new start date. At 6 am on each diary day,
participants were emailed a unique web link, thereby
restricting them from completing more than one diary
day at a time. To improve recall accuracy, participants
had a six-hour window (6 am–12 pm) to complete each
diary day. On successful completion of all four diary
days, participants received a movie voucher, which
served as an incentive to reduce attrition.
Measures
Positive and negative affect scales (Watson, Clark, &
Tellegen, 1988)
The positive and negative affect scales is a 20-item
self-report measure on which respondents indicate, on a
5-point scale (ranging from 1 = ‘very slightly or not at
all’, to 5 = ‘extremely’), the extent to which they feel
different feelings and emotions. The 10-item positive
affect scale includes adjectives such as strong, proud
and interested. The 10-item negative affect scale
includes adjectives such as afraid, ashamed and nervous.
In the current study, internal consistency for the positive
and negative affect subscales were α= 0.86 and α = 0.88,
respectively.
Satisfaction with life scale (Diener, Emmons, Larsen, &
Grifﬁn, 1985)
The satisfaction with life scale (SWLS) is a ﬁve-item
measure of global life satisfaction. Respondents rate
themselves on a 7-point rating scale (ranging from
1= ‘strongly disagree’, to 7 = ‘strongly agree’). Sample
items include, ‘I am satisﬁed with my life’, and ‘If I
could live my life over, I would change almost nothing’.
Higher scores represent higher levels of general life satis-
faction. Research has established excellent psychometric
properties for the SWLS (Diener, 1994), and the measure
has been found to be highly reliable and has a large net-
work of sensible correlates (Park et al., 2009). In the cur-
rent study, this scale had an internal consistency of
α= 0.86.
Carefreeness (Huta & Ryan, 2010)
Carefreeness was assessed using 6-items developed by
Huta and Ryan (2010) to measure both the affective and
cognitive components of carefreeness. Participants are
asked to rate how much they typically feel various states
from 1 (‘not at all’) to 7 (‘extremely’). Sample items
include ‘free of concerns’, ‘detached from troubles’,
‘easygoing’ and ‘lighthearted’. In the current study, this
scale had an internal consistency of α= 0.86.
Subjective vitality (Bostic, McGartland Rubio, & Hood,
2000)
Vitality was assessed using the 6-item version of the
Subjective Vitality Scale. Example items include ‘I feel
alive and full of vitality’ and ‘I have energy and spirit’.
Responses were made on a 7-point scale (ranging from
1= ‘strongly disagree’, to 7 = ‘strongly agree’). In the
current study, this scale had an internal consistency of
α = 0.90.
Presence of meaning in life questionnaire (Steger,
Frazier, Oishi, & Kaler, 2006)
The meaning in life questionnaire was developed to pro-
vide a brief measure of meaning in life and has been
shown to have good psychometric properties (Steger,
Oishi, & Kashdan, 2009). The presence of meaning sub-
scale assesses the degree to which participants feel that
their lives are meaningful. This subscale has 5-items that
are rated on a 7-point scale (ranging from 1= ‘absolutely
untrue’, to 7 = ‘absolutely true’), thus scores range from
7 to 35. Only the scores on the presence of meaning sub-
scale were used in this study (sample items: ‘I have a
good sense of what makes my life meaningful’, ‘My life
has no clear purpose’). In the current study, this scale
had an internal consistency of α = 0.90.
Elevating experience (Huta & Ryan, 2010)
Elevating experience was assessed using a 13-item scale
developed by Huta and Ryan (2010). This scale assesses
the often neglected ‘higher’ range of well-being, includ-
ing awe, inspiration and moral elevation, and self-tran-
scendence or sense of connection with a greater whole.
Participants are asked to rate how much they typically
feel various states from 1 (‘not at all’) to 7 (‘extremely’).
Sample items include: ‘inspired’ and ‘enriched,’ for
inspiration and moral elevation, ‘deeply appreciating’,
and ‘in wonder’, for awe and ‘connect with a greater
whole’ and ‘part of something greater than myself’ for
transcendence. The three concepts of awe, inspiration
and transcendence have been found to cohere into a sin-
gle factor and therefore are combined to form a single
scale. In the current study, this scale had an internal con-
sistency of α = 0.95.
Flourishing scale (Diener et al., 2010)
The Flourishing Scale is a brief 8-item measure of self-
perceived success in important areas of life such as rela-
tionships, self-esteem, purpose, and optimism. The scale
provides a single psychological well-being score, reﬂec-
tive of positive human functioning. Answers are made
on a 7-point scale (ranging from 1= ‘strongly disagree’,
to 7 = ‘strongly agree’), thus scores ranged from 8 to 56
with a high score reﬂective of a positive self-image in
326 L.W. Henderson et al.
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important areas of functioning. In the current study, this
scale had an internal consistency of α= 0.88.
Depression, anxiety and stress scale (Lovibond &
Lovibond, 1995)
The DASS-21 was used to assess psychopathology. This
measure comprises three 7-item subscales measuring
depression, anxiety and stress and is designed for use
with both clinical and non-clinical populations.
Responses are made on a 4-point scale (ranging from
0= ‘did not apply to me at all’, to 3 = ‘applied to me
very much, or most of the time’). Sample items include
the following: ‘I just couldn’t seem to get going’ for the
depression subscale, ‘I felt I was close to panic’ for the
anxiety subscale and ‘I found that I was very irritable’
for the stress subscale. The scale has been found to have
sound psychometric properties (Antony, Bieling, Cox,
Enns, & Swinson, 1998). In the current study, the
DASS-21 had an internal consistency of α= 0.90 for
depression, α= 0.84 for anxiety and α= 0.88 for stress.
Online diary component
We drew from three well-established research tools
when developing the online diary: the Day Reconstruc-
tion Method (DRM; Kahneman, Krueger, Schkade, Sch-
warz, & Stone, 2004), the Australian Bureau of
Statistics (ABS) time use research diary (ABS, 2008)
and the HEMA scale (Huta & Ryan, 2010). The DRM
was designed to collect data describing the experiences
a person has on a given day, through a systematic
reconstruction conducted on the following day. Partici-
pants recall the previous day by breaking it up into
activities or episodes. Structured questions are then
asked about each episode: when it occurred (start and
end times); what they were doing; where they were;
with whom they were interacting; and how they felt.
Evoking the context of the previous day reduces errors
and biases of recall, as speciﬁc and recent memories are
elicited (Kahneman et al., 2004). The DRM is intended
to reproduce the information that would have been
obtained by probing experiences in real time, and con-
sistent with this, DRM results have been found to
strongly correlate with ES results (Dockray et al.,
2010). Further, the DRM has substantial beneﬁts over
ES as it imposes less respondent burden; does not dis-
rupt normal activities; and provides an assessment of a
full day, rather than a random sampling of moments.
Therefore, the DRM was considered ideal for obtaining
comprehensive behavioural data.
Despite being less burdensome than ES, in paper
pencil format, the DRM can still take up to 75min to
complete. As this study required participants to complete
four days of the diary, it was considered vital to make
the procedure as efﬁcient as possible. Therefore, an
online format was designed. In keeping with the DRM,
participants were required to report all their activities in
temporal sequence, from 6 am on the previous day until
6 am on the current day, and repeat this process four
times. To streamline the process of entering activities,
the categories and activities from the ABS time use
research diary were incorporated; the aim being to
reduce the need for participants to type. Participants ﬁrst
reported the start and end time of an activity, then chose
from 14 activity categories (e.g. Personal Care, Employ-
ment, Shopping and Services, etc.), and then, depending
on the selected activity category, their choice of actual
activities (e.g. laundry, walking the dog, going to the
cinemas, etc.) was restricted. If their activity was not
included, they had the option of selecting ‘other’ and
manually typing the activity. Like with the DRM, partici-
pants also reported where they were and who they were
with. Whilst the location of the activity and the social
context were not of primary interest in this research, they
were included to help create a richer context; known to
improve recall accuracy (Kahneman et al., 2004).
The one point where the methodology deviated from
the DRM is in regards to the participants reporting on
their experience of each activity. Whilst the DRM asks
participants about the degree they felt various emotions
(e.g. warm/friendly, angry/hostile, etc.), the current
research was interested in whether activities were hedo-
nic and/or eudaimonic. To assess this, the HEMA was
utilised, with slight modiﬁcations. The HEMA requires
participants to report their degree of HEMA on 7-point
rating scales (0 = ‘not at all’, through 6 = ‘very much’).
Sample eudaimonic motives include ‘Seeking to pursue
excellence or a personal ideal?’ and ‘Seeking to do what
you believe in?’, whilst sample hedonic motives include
‘Seeking enjoyment?’ and ‘Seeking relaxation?’ In the
current study, the HEMA was adapted in two ways: (1)
participants were asked to rate their behaviours rather
than their motives, and (2) the multiple items of the
HEMA were combined so that participants rated each
behaviour on a single hedonic scale and a single eudai-
monic scale. Therefore, the hedonic scale read ‘please
rate the degree to which this activity was enjoyable;
pleasurable; fun; and/or relaxing’, and the eudaimonic
scale read ‘please rate the degree to which this activity
allowed you to do what you believe in; use the best in
yourself; pursue excellence or a personal ideal; and/or
develop a skill, learn, or gain insight into something’. In
keeping with the original version of the HEMA, eudai-
monia and hedonia operated on two separate continuums,
allowing participants to rate any given activity as either
simultaneously high in both hedonia and eudaimonia,
high in hedonia but low in eudaimonia, high in eudaimo-
nia but low in hedonia, or simultaneously low in both
hedonia and eudaimonia.
In line with procedural recommendations from the
Multinational Time Use Study (Fisher, Gershuny, &
Gauthier, 2012), only diary days with at least seven
activities were accepted. Further, participants did not rate
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sleep as hedonic or eudaimonic. Lastly, when partici-
pants were breaking their days up into activities, they
were encouraged to base this on one of two guidelines:
(1) when the focus of what they were doing changed
(e.g. from eating breakfast to having a shower), or (2)
when their experience of the activity changed (in terms
of hedonia and eudaimonia), even if the activity did not
(e.g. when watching TV for two hours, and the ﬁrst hour
is mundane but the second hour is more enjoyable).
Results
Analysable data for the study were in the form of raw
numbers reﬂecting time spent engaged in the activity
types (hedonic and eudaimonic), as well as the hedonic/
eudaimonic intensity of each reported activity. It is
important to reiterate that hedonia and eudaimonia were
investigated in parallel terms, meaning that any given
activity could be simultaneously rated as both hedonic
and eudaimonic; therefore, a single activity could con-
tribute to both time spent engaged in hedonic and time
spent engaged in eudaimonic activity. Data were ana-
lysed at two levels: the activity level and the person
level.
At the activity level, we wanted to explore the types
of activities participants predominantly engaged in. Ini-
tially, the frequency of activities reported as hedonic but
not eudaimonic; eudaimonic but not hedonic; hedonic
and eudaimonic; and neither hedonic nor eudaimonic
was considered. Activities rated ‘0’ (i.e. ‘not at all’) on
both the hedonic and eudaimonic scales were categorised
as ‘Neither Hedonic nor Eudaimonic’, activities rated as
equal to or greater than ‘1’ on both scales were catego-
rised as ‘Both Hedonic and Eudaimonic’, activities rated
as equal to or greater than ‘1’ on the hedonic scale and
‘0’ on the eudaimonic scale were categorised as ‘Hedo-
nic’, and activities rated as equal to or greater than ‘1’
on the eudaimonic scale and ‘0’ on the hedonic scale
were categorised as ‘Eudaimonic’. Frequencies are
reported in Table 1; chi-square analyses were signiﬁcant
for all four days, with activities rated as ‘Both Hedonic
and Eudaimonic’ the most frequently reported (36.04%),
followed by ‘Neither Hedonic nor Eudaimonic’ activities
(31.14%), followed by ‘Hedonic’ activities (27.22%),
with the least frequently reported activity type being
‘Eudaimonic’ (5.60%). This order of frequencies was
replicated across the four days. Overall, signiﬁcantly,
more activities were reported as hedonic (63.26%) than
eudaimonic (41.64%), t(104) = 2.23, p< 0.05. Further,
signiﬁcantly more activities reported as eudaimonic were
simultaneously reported as hedonic (86.56%) than were
activities reported as hedonic and simultaneously eudai-
monic (57.97%), t(104) = 2.51, p< 0.05.
To investigate the types of activities participants rated
as hedonic, eudaimonic, both and neither, the frequencies
with which activity categories were rated as hedonic and
eudaimonic were explored. Activities categories were
ranked by the percentage with which they were reported
as hedonic, eudaimonic, both and neither. For example,
an activity category that was engaged in 20 times across
the study, and was 10 times reported as hedonic without
being eudaimonic, would have a 50% rank for the
‘Hedonic’ category. The top ﬁve ranked activity catego-
ries are presented in Table 2. To explore the speciﬁc
types of activities that contributed to each activity cate-
gory, the top three speciﬁc activities for each category
are also presented and ranked by percentage.
At the person level, we wanted to explore how
participants’ more general levels of hedonia and eudai-
monia (i.e. across the four days) related to their well-
being experience. It was not clear a priori whether the
measures of time spent engaged in hedonic and eudai-
monic activities and the intensity ratings of hedonia
and eudaimonia should be combined, and if so, how
best to combine them. Given this, various models were
explored. Initially, only time spent engaged in hedonic
and eudaimonic activities was considered. Diary data
were compiled by aggregating the time participants
spent engaged in hedonic and eudaimonic activities
over the four days, regardless of the intensity rating.
This total was then averaged to reﬂect hours spent
engaged in hedonic and eudaimonic activity in a single
day; the means and standard deviations of which are
presented in Table 3. A repeated measures ANOVA
revealed that signiﬁcantly more time was spent
engaged in hedonic activities compared with eudaimon-
ic activities, F(1104) = 76.2, p< 0.001. Further, the var-
iance in eudaimonic time was found to be signiﬁcantly
greater than the variance in hedonic time (r =0.73,
p< 0.001).
Table 1. Cross-tabulations of the frequencies of the four activity categories over four days.
Day 1 Day 2 Day 3 Day 4
Hedonic Hedonic Hedonic Hedonic
<1 P1 <1 P1 <1 P1 <1 P1
Eudaimonic P1 109 607 99 663 117 679 92 735
<1 542 488 578 508 601 529 598 502
χ2 = 252.63⁄ χ2 = 312.22⁄ χ2 = 295.86⁄ χ2 = 383.99⁄
Note: ⁄p < 0.0001.
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Combinations of time and intensity were then consid-
ered. This data were compiled at the activity level by
multiplying the time spent engaged in an activity by the
hedonic and/or eudaimonic intensity rating; these prod-
ucts were then aggregated over the four days for each
participant. For example, a two-hour activity rated as ‘3’
on eudaimonia and ‘6’ on hedonia would contribute ‘6’
to the participants’ eudaimonic score and ‘12’ to their
hedonic score. The resulting hedonic and eudaimonic
variables had considerably stronger relationships with all
outcome variables than time alone, indicating that inten-
sity was an important and meaningful inclusion. To test
whether the relationship between time and intensity was
linear, a base 10 logarithmic transformation of the time
by hedonic and eudaimonic intensity variables was con-
ducted. Again, the resultant hedonic and eudaimonic
variables showed stronger relationships with all outcome
variables. This indicated a non-linear relationship, fol-
lowing a pattern of diminishing return. That is, although
an activity experienced as highly hedonic and/or eudai-
monic (e.g. a ‘6’ on the rating scale) has greater well-
being beneﬁts than an activity experienced as moderately
hedonic and/or eudaimonic (e.g. a ‘3’ on the rating
scale), this beneﬁt is not necessarily twice as great. Con-
sidering the improvement in the model, the log-trans-
formed eudaimonic and hedonic variables were utilised
in all analyses thereafter (i.e. Tables 4 and 5).
Table 4 presents the intercorrelations between the
log-transformed eudaimonia and hedonia variables and
the various well-being and psychopathology variables.
Both hedonia and eudaimonia were found to be signiﬁ-
cantly related to positive effect, life satisfaction, meaning
Ta
bl
e
2.
(C
on
tin
ue
d)
C
at
eg
or
y
ra
nk
A
ct
iv
ity
ra
nk
H
ed
on
ic
E
ud
ai
m
on
ic
B
ot
h
he
do
ni
c
an
d
eu
da
im
on
ic
N
ei
th
er
he
do
ni
c
no
r
eu
da
im
on
ic
5
H
ob
bi
es
/g
am
es
/c
om
pu
tin
g,
34
.5
5%
(7
6/
22
0)
H
ou
se
ho
ld
ca
re
,
10
.0
2%
(5
8/
57
9)
V
ol
un
ta
ry
w
or
k
an
d
m
ee
tin
gs
,
56
.7
9%
(4
6/
81
)
E
m
pl
oy
m
en
t,
22
.8
8%
(1
54
/6
73
)
1
In
te
rn
et
ch
at
,
81
.8
2%
(9
/1
1)
A
rr
an
gi
ng
ho
us
eh
ol
d
go
od
s
an
d
m
at
er
ia
ls
,
21
.2
1%
(7
/3
3)
O
rg
an
is
at
io
na
l
vo
lu
nt
ee
r
w
or
k,
10
0%
(9
/9
)
M
ai
n
jo
b
(n
or
m
al
ho
ur
s)
,
26
.4
1%
(1
03
/3
90
)
2
S
ol
o
co
m
pu
te
r
ga
m
in
g,
50
%
(9
/1
8)
H
ou
se
m
ai
nt
en
an
ce
an
d
re
pa
ir
s,
16
.6
7%
(2
/1
2)
H
el
p
to
an
ot
he
r
ad
ul
t
(e
.g
.
ph
ys
ic
al
ca
re
,
em
ot
io
na
l
su
pp
or
t
et
c.
),
83
.3
3%
(5
/6
)
O
th
er
jo
b/
s
(n
or
m
al
ho
ur
s)
,
25
.5
2%
(1
2/
47
)
3
D
oi
ng
pu
zz
le
s
(e
.g
.
br
ai
nt
ea
se
rs
,
S
ud
ok
u,
et
c.
),
44
.4
4%
(4
/9
)
F
oo
d-
re
la
te
d
cl
ea
ni
ng
(e
.g
.
di
sh
w
as
hi
ng
,
cl
ea
ni
ng
be
nc
he
s,
et
c.
),
14
.7
4%
(1
4/
95
)
R
el
ig
io
us
ac
tiv
iti
es
,
75
%
(6
/8
)
W
or
k-
re
la
te
d
m
ee
tin
g,
20
.9
8%
(1
3/
62
) Table 3. Means and standard deviations of average time per
day (hrs) spent in hedonic and eudaimonic activities.
M SD
Hedonia 11.74 2.73
Eudaimonia 8.50 4.22
Table 4. Correlations between the log-transformed hedonia and
eudaimonia variables and well-being and psychological
distress.
Hedonia Eudaimonic
Positive affect 0.38⁄⁄ 0.30⁄⁄
Negative affect 0.20⁄ 0.02
Life satisfaction 0.41⁄⁄ 0.23⁄
Carefreeness 0.27⁄⁄ 0.11
Vitality 0.29⁄⁄ 0.18
Meaning in life 0.33⁄⁄ 0.37⁄⁄
Elevation 0.26⁄⁄ 0.37⁄⁄
Flourishing 0.46⁄⁄ 0.45⁄⁄
Depression 0.26⁄⁄ 0.14
Anxiety 0.17 0.08
Stress 0.28⁄⁄ 0.16
Notes: ⁄p< 0.05; ⁄⁄p< 0.01.
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in life, elevation and ﬂourishing. Additionally, hedonia,
but not eudaimonia, was found to be positively related
with carefreeness and vitality and negatively related with
negative affect, depression and stress.
Table 5 shows the results of a series of multiple
regressions, where the log transformed eudaimonia and
hedonia variables were entered simultaneously as predic-
tors of well-being and psychopathology. After controlling
for eudaimonia, hedonia was still found to be a signiﬁ-
cant predictor of positive affect, negative affect, life sat-
isfaction, carefreeness, vitality, depression and stress.
After controlling for hedonia, eudaimonia was still found
to be a signiﬁcant predictor of meaning in life and
elevation. Both hedonia and eudaimonia were signiﬁcant
predictors of ﬂourishing.
Discussion
The aim of the current study was to investigate links
between hedonic and eudaimonic behaviour and well-
being and psychopathology. Although research in this
area had improved (e.g. Huta & Ryan, 2010), still lack-
ing was the attainment of more comprehensive behav-
ioural data, necessary for addressing more practical and
clinically relevant questions. By focussing on behaviour,
this study aimed to investigate the relationship between
how someone actually lives their life (hedonically and/or
eudaimonically) and their well-being experience.
Although we had various predictions in regards to how
hedonia and eudaimonia would relate to well-being, the
fact that time-use behavioural data had not previously
been obtained meant that this research was exploratory
in investigating the role of time and intensity.
Time, frequency and intensity
Firstly, on average, participants spent signiﬁcantly more
time engaged in hedonic activities than eudaimonic
activities. Further, there was signiﬁcantly greater variance
in eudaimonic time than hedonic time. Therefore, whilst
some individuals spend much of their time engaged in
both hedonic and eudaimonic activities, others spend
much time engaged in hedonic activities, but little time
in eudaimonic activities. The frequency results supported
these conclusions, whereby signiﬁcantly more activities
were reported as hedonic compared with eudaimonic.
These ﬁndings were inconsistent with those of Steger
et al. (2008), who in their ﬁrst study found that partici-
pants more frequently engaged in eudaimonic than hedo-
nic behaviours and in their second study found that
participants reported hedonic and eudaimonic behaviours
to equivalent degrees. This inconsistency might be
explained by Steger et al.’s design, whereby they pre-
classiﬁed activities as either hedonic or eudaimonic, and
participants could report the frequency of only seven
possible eudaimonic and seven possible hedonic activi-
ties (10 in the second study). Arguably, our results are
likely to be more accurate, for two reasons: (1) four full
days of all activities were reported, and (2) participants
themselves rated whether an activity was hedonic and/or
eudaimonic. The inconsistency may also be due to Ste-
ger et al.’s attempt to include pure hedonic and eudai-
monic behaviours; resulting in many of the hedonic
behaviours being somewhat reprehensible in nature (e.g.
‘got high on drugs’, ‘got drunk’, etc.), whilst the eudai-
monic behaviours were more pro-social (e.g. ‘gave
money to a person in need’, ‘listened carefully to
another’s point of view’, etc.). Whilst a minority of
hedonic activities may well be considered reprehensible,
the vast majority are pro-social. This was conﬁrmed by
the activity category ﬁndings in the present study (dis-
cussed below), with none of the activities most fre-
quently reported in the ‘Hedonic’ category being
reprehensible in nature (e.g. reading magazines, window
shopping, doing puzzles, etc.).
Although the frequency ﬁndings were inconsistent
with Steger et al.’s (2008) results, they were consistent
with Waterman et al.’s (2008), whereby an asymmetrical
relationship was observed in regards to the types of
activities that were reported. That is, eudaimonic but not
hedonic activities were reported signiﬁcantly less fre-
quently than all other activity types (i.e. hedonic and
eudaimonic activities, hedonic but not eudaimonic activi-
ties, and neither hedonic nor eudaimonic activities). This
pattern of frequencies was consistent over each of the
four days, lending further credence to this ﬁnding. As
such, it is possible to conclude that considerably more
activities are likely to give rise to hedonia than to eudai-
monia. The ﬁnding that signiﬁcantly more eudaimonic
activities were simultaneously hedonic, than were hedo-
nic activities simultaneously eudaimonic was also consis-
tent with Waterman et al.’s ﬁndings, and lends further
credence to Telfer’s (1990) claim that eudaimonia is a
sufﬁcient, but not a necessary condition for experiences
of hedonia. The differential well-being beneﬁts
Table 5. Simultaneous multiple regression analyses for with the
log transformed hedonia and eudaimonia variables predicting
well-being and psychopathology.
F-value of regression
Standardised
coefﬁcients
Hedonia Eudaimonia
Positive affect 8.91⁄⁄ 0.32⁄⁄ 0.09
Negative affect 3.09⁄ 0.32⁄ 0.18
Life satisfaction 10.68⁄⁄ 0.46⁄⁄ 0.07
Carefreeness 4.34⁄ 0.34⁄⁄ 0.12
Vitality 4.82⁄⁄ 0.31⁄ 0.02
Meaning in life 8.76⁄⁄ 0.15 0.27⁄
Elevation 8.33⁄⁄ 0.03 0.36⁄⁄
Flourishing 17.18⁄⁄ 0.29⁄ 0.26⁄
Depression 3.77⁄ 0.29⁄ 0.05
Anxiety 1.53 0.20 0.05
Stress 4.53⁄ 0.31⁄ 0.05
Notes: ⁄p < 0.05; ⁄⁄p< 0.01.
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associated with hedonia and eudaimonia (discussed
below) suggests that those activities simultaneously expe-
rienced as eudaimonic and hedonic may have broader
well-being beneﬁts than activities experienced as one or
the other. Hence, the higher likelihood that eudaimonic
activity will simultaneously be experienced as hedonic
suggests that interventions targeting eudaimonic activity
may yield broader well-being beneﬁts than those targeting
pure hedonic activity. Despite this, we would prefer to
refrain from suggesting that eudaimonic interventions will
always be the more powerful, as the unique context of
the individual’s life is likely to inﬂuence whether hedonic
or eudaimonic intervention will be ‘better’.
Lastly, it was discovered that the addition of intensity
signiﬁcantly improved the relationship between hedonia,
eudaimonia and well-being. Therefore, holding time
equal, as the hedonic and/or eudaimonic intensity of an
activity increases so do the associated well-being bene-
ﬁts. However, the relationship found between time and
intensity was not linear, and followed a pattern of dimin-
ishing return. That is, a highly hedonic and/or eudaimon-
ic activity is not necessarily twice as good as a
moderately hedonic and/or eudaimonic activity, in terms
of associated well-being beneﬁts. Pursuing intensely
hedonic and eudaimonic activity may therefore be a
superﬂuous pursuit, as a plateau in associated well-being
beneﬁts is likely to occur. Despite this, one may argue
that whilst intense momentary hedonic and eudaimonic
experiences may not necessarily contribute to an
increased ‘general’ sense of well-being above and
beyond moderate hedonic and eudaimonic experiences,
they are valuable in their own right.
Activity types
Rather than the authors deciding a priori which activities
are experienced as hedonic and eudaimonic, as done by
Steger et al. (2008), the present study allowed partici-
pants themselves to rate how they experienced their
activities. This allowed for an empirical investigation of
the types of activities most frequently experienced as
hedonic, eudaimonic, both and neither. Whilst space does
not permit a discussion of all the results from Table 2,
some general observations will be made. Firstly, many of
the activities in the ‘Hedonic’ category were typical lei-
sure activities (e.g. watching TV, window shopping,
etc.). These appeared to be the types of activities that
may be engaged in purely for the positive emotional
states that they conjure (i.e. because they are enjoyed).
In regards to the ‘Eudaimonic’ category, there often
appeared to be a clear connection to something bigger
than the activity (e.g. long-term goal, value, moral or
spiritual belief). For example, education and study may
serve the goal of obtaining a degree or may be con-
nected to the value of acquiring knowledge. In any case,
unlike activities in the ‘Hedonic’ category, these activi-
ties are not pursued for the positive emotional states that
they afford and may sometimes even be associated with
negative emotional states (e.g. study related frustration).
In regards to the ‘Both Hedonic and Eudaimonic’ cate-
gory, with the exception of the ‘Hobbies/Games/Comput-
ing’ category, these activities were likely to be shared
with others (e.g. ‘Sports/Outdoor Activities’). Social con-
nection and sharing experiences with others may
therefore be a deﬁning characteristic of activities simulta-
neously experienced as both hedonic and eudaimonic.
Further, many of the activities in this category were
those types of behaviours that are freely chosen
(e.g. going to the gym, playing a musical instrument).
This adds support to the proposition that intrinsic motiva-
tion may be a prerequisite for activities to be experienced
as both hedonic and eudaimonic (Waterman et al., 2008).
Lastly, many of the activities in the ‘Neither Hedonic nor
Eudaimonic’ category appeared to be engaged in as a
means to an end. For example, doing laundry is done for
the purpose of having clean clothes. Some activities, in
this category, were actually aversive in nature, such as
being sick in bed, or sleeplessness, and it is therefore
unsurprising that they were experienced as neither hedo-
nic nor eudaimonic. Despite these observations, the
highly subjective nature of hedonic and eudaimonic expe-
riences must also be highlighted. For example, the ‘Per-
sonal Care’ category of activities was ranked third in
both the ‘Hedonic’ category and the ‘Neither Hedonic
nor Eudaimonic’ category. Therefore, whilst some types
of activities may be more likely to induce hedonia and/or
eudaimonia, this will ultimately depend on the individual,
and their subjective experience.
Well-being and psychopathology
We had various hypotheses pertaining to the relationship
between hedonia and eudaimonia and well-being and
psychopathology. These were predominantly based on
past theoretical postulations (Ryff & Singer, 1998; Vit-
tersø, Søholt, Hetland, Thoresen, & Røysamb, 2010) and
past empirical research (Huta & Ryan, 2010; Peterson
et al., 2005; Steger et al., 2008). We were interested to
see whether hypotheses based on past research would be
conﬁrmed by the more comprehensive time-use methods
utilised in this study. That is, we were interested in
whether how someone actually lives (hedonically and/or
eudaimonically) relates to their well-being experience.
Consistent with expectations, hedonia and eudaimonia
had both differential and overlapping associations with
the various outcome measures, which will now be
discussed in turn.
Firstly, whilst both hedonic and eudaimonic behaviour
related to positive affect, hedonia was the only signiﬁcant
predictor. Further, as expected, hedonia also predicted
lower levels of negative affect; again superior to eudaimo-
nia in this regard. Hedonia was also the only signiﬁcant
predictor of carefreeness. Combined, these ﬁndings con-
ﬁrmed Huta and Ryan’s (2010) postulation that a major
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function of hedonic pursuits is emotion regulation. The
lack of an association between eudaimonia and vitality
was unexpected and inconsistent with Huta and Ryan’s
ﬁndings. The current ﬁndings suggest that whilst engag-
ing in hedonic activity might be an effective way to boost
energy and a sense of aliveness, eudaimonic activity
might not. Beyond having emotional regulation proper-
ties, hedonic activity appears to also serve a revitalisation
function, providing an individual with the opportunity to
reenergise. Eudaimonic activity, on the other hand, may
actually drain one’s energy levels. Indeed, Vittersø and
Søholt (2011) proposed that eudaimonic activities are
often unrelated to, and sometimes negatively related with
positive pleasant feeling states, such as vitality. Further,
Vittersø et al. (2010) proposed that eudaimonia serves to
motivate behaviour directed at change and that such
behaviour may therefore be unrelated to satisfaction with
the status quo. Consistent with this, eudaimonia was not a
signiﬁcant predictor of life satisfaction in the current
study; again, hedonia was superior in this regard. Overall,
hedonic behaviour was superior to eudaimonia in its abil-
ity to promote affective well-being states, such as vitality,
positive affect, carefreeness and satisfaction.
In addition to hedonic behaviour promoting positive
affective states, it was also found to predict reduced
depression and stress, suggesting that it may have the
capacity to ameliorate psychopathology. Although
Scheuller and Seligman (2010) argued that hedonia and
eudaimonia were not helpful for alleviating distress, our
results suggest otherwise; this inconsistency is likely due
to the previously discussed validity issues with the OTH
scale. Despite a signiﬁcant negative association between
hedonia and depression and stress, unexpectedly, there
was a lack of association between eudaimonia and
depression. Hedonic activity may therefore be a more ﬁt-
ting remedy for depression than eudaimonia, especially
considering that the two main symptoms of depression
(according to the DSM-IV-TR) are low mood and anhe-
donia. Hedonic activity may therefore serve as a targeted
treatment for these symptoms. Indeed, behavioural acti-
vation (BA) for depression involves scheduling activities
that the individual ﬁnds pleasurable, or that give a sense
of achievement. Despite no explicit link to hedonia and/
or eudaimonia in the BA literature, this pleasure/achieve-
ment principle is essentially making use of hedonic and
eudaimonic pathways. Regardless, our ﬁndings suggest
that focussing on hedonic activity scheduling may be a
more effective way to relieve psychological distress than
focussing on eudaimonic activities. When identifying
activities to schedule in BA, broadening the focus from
pleasure to include other characteristics of hedonic activ-
ity (e.g. fun, enjoyable, entertaining, relaxing, etc.) may
assist in the identiﬁcation of a more diverse set of poten-
tial activities. Lastly, the lack of an association between
hedonia and eudaimonia and anxiety suggests neither
pursuit will necessarily serve as a therapeutic remedy for
anxiety-based disorders.
Whilst hedonia had stronger associations with most
affective based well-being components, eudaimonic
activity was more strongly associated with meaning in
life and elevating experience. The strong association
observed between eudaimonic activity and meaning was
consistent with much past empirical research (Huta &
Ryan, 2010; Steger et al., 2008) and theoretical procla-
mations (Ryan & Deci, 2001; Ryff & Singer, 1998). This
ﬁnding lends further support to the proposition that
eudaimonia and meaning are intimately linked. As previ-
ously proposed (Steger, 2012), the relationship between
eudaimonic activity and meaning is likely to be recipro-
cal, in that eudaimonic activity may derive from one’s
sense of meaning, however; such activity also reinforces
one’s connection with this meaning, thereby maintaining
its relevance. Having a sense of meaning may therefore
be a necessary prerequisite for eudaimonic activity to
ensue. The ﬁnding that eudaimonic activity was a signiﬁ-
cant predictor of elevating experience was again consis-
tent with Huta and Ryan’s results. Whilst meaning may
serve as a foundation for eudaimonic activity, elevating
experience is perhaps more likely to be a product of
eudaimonic activity. In this way, eudaimonic behaviour
appears to be an effective way to promote the often
ignored higher order well-being states of awe, transcen-
dence and inspiration. Engaging in activity steeped in
meaning, often aimed at growth and development is
likely to give rise to a sense of connection to something
larger than oneself. Such a connection may be responsi-
ble for the increased sense of transcendence, inspiration
and awe associated with eudaimonic activity. Therefore,
perhaps eudaimonic behaviour, by its very nature, offers
opportunities for one to experience elevation. Figure 1
illustrates our hypothesised relationship between mean-
ing, eudaimonic activity and elevating experience.
Finally, as predicted, both hedonia and eudaimonia
were associated with ﬂourishing. Flourishing, as it was
operationalised in the current study, represents an
amalgamation of various positive well-being components,
considered to jointly reﬂect social and psychological
prosperity. These components include competence,
relatedness, self-acceptance, self-esteem, engagement,
optimism, having a sense of purpose and contributing to
the happiness and well-being of others. Flourishing is
therefore somewhat of an all-encompassing well-being
construct, perhaps most accurately tapping the ‘general
well-being’ factor, recently discussed by Chen, Jing,
Hayes, and Lee (2012). The ﬁnding that both eudaimonia
Meaning in life Elevating 
experience
Eudaimonic 
activity
Figure 1. Hypothesised relationship between meaning in life,
eudaimonic activity and elevating experience.
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and hedonia were signiﬁcant predictors of ﬂourishing
suggests that both pursuits contribute to an overall sense
of well-being in unique and important ways.
Limitations and future directions
This study rectiﬁed many of the limitations from past
research by obtaining comprehensive behavioural data.
Whilst this was a particular strength of the study, inher-
ent in this design were some limitations. Firstly, due to
the nature of the data collection method, only those indi-
viduals who had internet access for four consecutive
days between the hours of 6 am and 12 pm could partici-
pate. The sample may therefore be biased towards those
individuals working in ofﬁce jobs, where internet and
computers are easily accessible. Future research utilising
a similar methodology may beneﬁt from collecting data
through mobile phones or palm computers, to include
those without computer access. Future research should
also investigate whether the relative need for eudaimonic
and hedonic activity changes across the life span. For
example, eudaimonic pursuits may become more impor-
tant as someone ages, whilst hedonic activity may sufﬁce
during earlier adult years. Whether the relationship
between hedonic and eudemonic activities and well-
being differs for different individuals is also yet to be
adequately addressed. Further, whilst this study was
interested in general well-being states, future studies
measuring trait indicators of well-being on regular occa-
sions (e.g. each night) could investigate the effect of a
particularly hedonic and/or eudaimonic day. Through
analysing patterns of activity and subsequent well-being
shifts, such a methodology may elucidate when a partic-
ular type of activity is indicated. Finally, due to the
design of this research, causality cannot be inferred.
Future research should therefore utilise manipulation
designs, such as hedonic and eudaimonic intervention
studies. Such research remains necessary to further tran-
sition this area of research from being descriptive to
having greater clinical utility.
Conclusions
The present study investigated the relationship between
subjectively assessed hedonic and eudaimonic behaviours
and well-being and psychopathology. Whilst much past
research suggests that eudaimonia is a more effective
pathway to well-being, and a more frequently engaged in
pursuit than hedonia, the current ﬁndings suggest other-
wise. On the contrary, most people consider a greater pro-
portion of their time to be hedonic than eudaimonic;
however, eudaimonic activities are more likely to be
simultaneously experienced as hedonic. Therefore, if aim-
ing to increase both hedonia and eudaimonia in life, tar-
geting eudaimonic activity may be more effective in this
regard. Despite this, engaging in hedonic behaviour is a
worthwhile pursuit, both in terms of well-being beneﬁts
and reducing psychological distress. Hedonic pursuits
serve an emotion regulation function and are linked to
various affective well-being states, namely positive affect,
carefreeness, vitality and life satisfaction. Further, hedo-
nic activity is associated with reduced depression and
stress, and the prescription of such behaviour could there-
fore have clinical utility. Eudaimonic activity also has
well-being beneﬁts, particularly in regards to connecting
an individual to their sense of meaning and affording
opportunities for elevating experience. Both hedonic and
eudaimonic activity equally contribute to ﬂourishing.
In particular, these ﬁndings challenge conclusions
from past research utilising the OTH, which has gener-
ally argued that eudaimonic pursuits are better than
hedonic pursuits in all regards. Whilst eudaimonic
behaviour is associated with well-being hedonic activity
has broader associated well-being beneﬁts, and also
appears more important in regards to time allocation.
Findings from the current study supported most of Huta
and Ryan’s (2010) conclusions in regards to hedonia’s
and eudaimonia’s well-being associations. However, the
obtainment of time-use behavioural data now makes it
possible to conclude that behaving hedonically and
eudaimonically is associated with various well-being
beneﬁts, not just having hedonic and eudaimonic
motives. In this way, the current ﬁndings add practical
utility to past ﬁndings. The observed negative association
between hedonia and depression and stress represents
another extension of past research and suggests that
identifying and scheduling hedonic activity may be an
effective way to reduce such ailments. To further pro-
gress this important area of research, studies should now
focus on exploring the intricacies and complexities of
hedonia’s and eudaimonia’s relationship with well-being
by investigating whether the relative need for hedonia
and eudaimonia changes over the life-span or differs
based on individual characteristics.
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